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under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the nomination 
of Ronnie L. White, of Missouri, to be United 
States District Judge for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Missouri. 

Harry Reid, Patrick J. Leahy, Claire 
McCaskill, Tim Kaine, Angus S. King, 
Jr., Thomas R. Carper, Bill Nelson, Jon 
Tester, Patty Murray, Christopher 
Murphy, Benjamin L. Cardin, Mark 
Begich, Sheldon Whitehouse, Elizabeth 
Warren, Debbie Stabenow, Tom Har-
kin, Tom Udall. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the mandatory quorum under rule 
XXII be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. REID. I now move to proceed to 
legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
f 

PROTECT WOMEN’S HEALTH FROM 
CORPORATE INTERFERENCE ACT 
OF 2014—MOTION TO PROCEED— 
Continued 

Mr. REID. Is the motion to proceed 
to S. 2578 now pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. 
CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. REID. I have a cloture motion at 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the motion to 
proceed to Calendar No. 459, S. 2578, a bill to 
ensure that employers cannot interfere in 
their employees’ birth control and other 
health care decisions. 

Harry Reid, Patty Murray, Mark Udall, 
Richard J. Durbin, Jeff Merkley, 
Debbie Stabenow, Jack Reed, Carl 
Levin, Christopher A. Coons, Elizabeth 
Warren, Jeanne Shaheen, Michael F. 
Bennet, Jon Tester, Patrick J. Leahy, 
Martin Heinrich, Maria Cantwell, 
Christopher Murphy. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the mandatory quorum under rule 
XXII be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, last 

month we saw five male Justices give 
their blessing to CEOs and corpora-
tions across America to go ahead and 
deny legally required health care cov-
erage for their employees. When that 
news broke, I was outraged, and I know 
I was one of millions of people across 

the country who were shocked and 
angry. 

These women are looking to us. They 
are demanding a change. Today, as 
women across America took to social 
media for a Digital Day of Action, 
their message was delivered loudly and 
clearly when they echoed: ‘‘My per-
sonal health care choices are not my 
boss’s business—period.’’ 

It wasn’t just women who were 
speaking out on social media today. In 
fact, we heard from several men who 
understood that if bosses can deny 
birth control, they can deny vaccines 
or HIV treatments or any other basic 
health care service for their employees 
or their dependents. 

I heard from Konrad in my home 
State of Washington on Twitter today 
who said he doesn’t want his boss 
knowing what medications he is on, 
such as diabetes or heart medications. 
Konrad said, ‘‘It is simply not my 
boss’s business.’’ 

I also heard from my constituents 
when I was home this weekend. Friday 
I spoke directly with business owners 
and others who are hearing the same 
thing. Women are tired of being tar-
geted and are looking to Congress to 
right this wrong by the Supreme Court. 

One such woman is a woman named 
Morgan Beach. Morgan joined me Fri-
day at Oddfellows Cafe, which is a 
small Seattle business whose owners 
stood up and spoke out about their dis-
gust as employers about this ruling. 
Morgan is one of the 58 percent of 
women who use contraception for rea-
sons other than to prevent pregnancy. 
As she spoke about how the Supreme 
Court decision would impact women 
such as her, Morgan said: ‘‘The terri-
fying power this ruling gives to a small 
minority to make sweeping personal 
decisions . . . is frightening. The sim-
ple fact is, birth control is not my 
boss’s business!’’ 

Morgan is right. It is not her boss’s 
business. 

We are going to be talking about this 
urgent issue at more length tomorrow 
morning, but I wanted to come to the 
floor this evening and share what I 
heard from back home this weekend 
and throughout today. We have legisla-
tion that is now slated for a vote later 
this week, and we are going to be talk-
ing about this today and tomorrow. I 
hope all of our colleagues are listening, 
because it is time for Congress to get 
to work. Women and men are watching. 

I am delighted to be joined today by 
my colleague from Colorado, Senator 
UDALL, who is my partner in pre-
senting this legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise today to speak about a pro-
posal Senator PATTY MURRAY and I 
have introduced to restore a woman’s 
power to make personal health care de-
cisions based on what is best for her 
and her family, not according to her 
employer’s personal beliefs. The Pro-
tect Women’s Health from Corporate 

Interference Act—or the Not Your 
Boss’s Business Act—aims to counter-
act the far-reaching consequences of 
the U.S. Supreme Court’s Hobby Lobby 
decision. That misguided Court deci-
sion allows closely held corporations to 
now deny their employees coverage for 
contraceptives through their employ-
ees’ health insurance plans. 

As Senator MURRAY did in her home 
State of Washington, I also traveled 
around my home State of Colorado. 
Several days ago I stood shoulder to 
shoulder with women’s health experts, 
including an OB–GYN in Denver, who 
told me that physicians might now 
have to consider how an employer’s re-
ligious beliefs might fit into their diag-
nosis before they make a medical rec-
ommendation, which ought to be based 
solely on their patients’ well-being. 
This is unacceptable. Women should 
never have to ask their boss for a per-
mission slip to access common forms of 
birth control or other critical health 
services. 

Today, as Senator MURRAY alluded, 
champions in women’s health are tak-
ing a stand on social media to illus-
trate why the Senate should come to-
gether this week to pass the Not Your 
Boss’s Business Act. This outpouring of 
support from all over the country 
shows how important it is that we keep 
private health care decisions in em-
ployees’ hands and out of corporate 
boardrooms. 

As part of today’s Digital Day of Ac-
tion across the country, my staff and I 
put together a BuzzFeed post to dispel 
some misconceptions about the Hobby 
Lobby decision and highlight why we 
need to pass the Not Your Boss’s Busi-
ness Act. Go to BuzzFeed.com/ 
markudall and share my post to help 
push back against some of the myths. 

Despite what some people say, this 
decision is a bad deal, and it will un-
dermine women’s access to contracep-
tion across the country. But more and 
more Americans are joining us to 
speak out because of how backward 
this Hobby Lobby decision is. I am 
proud to have groups from across the 
Centennial State, such as the Colorado 
Organization for Latina Opportunity 
and Reproductive Rights, NARAL Pro- 
Choice Colorado, Planned Parenthood 
of the Rocky Mountains, and Colo-
rado’s Religious Coalition for Repro-
ductive Choice, come out in support of 
our bill. 

I believe the Supreme Court was 
wrong in its misguided Hobby Lobby 
decision, which is already adversely af-
fecting American women and families. 
But we have a chance to fix this, and I 
stand here today to call on my col-
leagues from both sides of the aisle to 
join me, join Senator MURRAY and 
America’s workers who agree that 
women’s health is not your boss’s busi-
ness. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mrs. MURRAY. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
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The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Ms. HIRONO. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate be 
in a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE LEAHY LAW 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, 18 years 
ago I wrote a law that has been re-
peated annually ever since and is now 
codified as section 620M of the Foreign 
Assistance Act. It has become widely 
known as the ‘‘Leahy Law’’ and it has 
two primary purposes. 

The first is to prevent U.S. taxpayer 
funded training, equipment, or other 
assistance from going to units of for-
eign security forces that have com-
mitted heinous crimes. We saw many 
instances when U.S. aid ended up in the 
hands of foreign military or police 
forces that had engaged in rape, mur-
der, torture, or other gross violations 
of human rights, and the U.S. was 
tainted by association with those 
crimes. 

The second is to encourage foreign 
governments to bring to justice the in-
dividual members of units responsible 
for such atrocities. In many countries 
that receive U.S. aid there is a long 
history of impunity for crimes com-
mitted by government security forces. 
Rather than protect their citizens, 
they abuse them, and then they beat up 
or kill witnesses and threaten prosecu-
tors and judges. They act outside the 
law and literally get away with mur-
der. They are the antithesis of profes-
sional, accountable military or police 
forces. 

A similar, although not identical, 
provision that is also known as the 
Leahy Law is contained in the annual 
Defense Appropriations Act. 

Both Leahy Laws serve important 
national interests and they have be-
come increasingly institutionalized 
within the U.S. government. The State 
Department’s Bureau of Democracy, 
Human Rights, and Labor has devel-
oped a database for vetting foreign 
units and individuals that is contin-
ually updated, and they and the De-
fense Department increasingly coordi-
nate to apply the laws consistently. 
The Department of State and foreign 
operations appropriations bill for 2015, 
reported to the Senate on June 19, in-
cludes $5 million to pay salaries and 
other costs of the vetting process, an 
increase of $2.25 million above fiscal 
year 2014. 

While the Leahy Laws have been 
modified over the years and their im-

plementation is a continuing work in 
progress, I appreciate the support they 
have received from the highest levels 
of the State and Defense Departments, 
and the willingness of officials in those 
agencies to work with Congress and 
representatives of human rights orga-
nizations and foreign governments to 
address issues of interpretation and im-
plementation as they arise. 

As with many laws, the Leahy Laws 
have their detractors. However, with 
rare exceptions questions about, or 
criticism of, the laws have been due to 
misinformation or misunderstandings 
that have been easy to clarify or re-
solve. 

While I know of no one who has ex-
pressed opposition to the Leahy Laws, 
some have raised concerns with their 
implementation, suggesting that they 
pose unacceptable obstacles to the 
ability of the U.S. military to engage 
with foreign counterparts. Not only do 
the facts indicate otherwise, the laws 
are working. In more than 90 percent of 
cases the foreign units or individuals 
vetted have been deemed eligible to re-
ceive U.S. assistance under the Leahy 
Laws. In the rare instances when a unit 
or individual was denied assistance, it 
was due to credible information that 
the individual or unit had committed a 
heinous crime and the foreign govern-
ment had done nothing about it. 

At a July 10 hearing in the House 
Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Afri-
ca, Global Health, Global Human 
Rights and International Organiza-
tions, Stephen Rickard, a former Sen-
ate staff member, State Department 
official, director of the Robert F. Ken-
nedy Center for Justice and Human 
Rights, director of Amnesty Inter-
national’s Washington Office, and now 
executive director of the Open Society 
Policy Center, provided testimony on 
the Leahy Laws. His testimony does an 
excellent job of describing the purposes 
and impact of the Leahy Laws, and ad-
dressing key questions that have been 
asked about their implementation. I 
ask unanimous consent that his state-
ment be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN RICHARD, EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR, OPEN SOCIETY POLICY CENTER 

Presented to the House Foreign Affairs Sub-
committee on Africa, Global Health, Glob-
al Human Rights and International Organi-
zations 

HUMAN RIGHTS VETTING: NIGERIA AND BEYOND 
July 10, 2014 

I would like to begin by thanking Chair-
man Smith and Ranking Member Bass for 
holding this important hearing and for their 
leadership on human rights. 

I have worked on the Leahy Laws in one 
form or another for nearly 17 years and have 
discussed them with countless State Depart-
ment and Defense Department officials, as 
well as with human rights experts working 
all over the world. I also spent a period of 
time as a Franklin Fellow in the Department 
of State during which time I was able to 
learn in detail about the process for imple-
menting the Leahy Laws. I have been en-

gaged on detailed questions about the appli-
cation of the Leahy Laws in Colombia, Tur-
key, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Indonesia, Ni-
geria, Kenya and dozens of other countries, 
and I believe that these laws are among the 
most important human rights statutes on 
the books. The law has been poorly funded— 
less than two-hundredths of one percent of 
the cost of U.S. military assistance is spent 
on Leahy Law vetting. And it has often been 
misunderstood and misrepresented. 

But with President Obama proposing a new 
$5 billion fund for military assistance to 
combat terrorism it is essential to help the 
public understand this vital law and to help 
insure that it is vigorously implemented. 
A Common Sense Formula for Security Coopera-

tion Consistent With U.S. Values 
The Leahy Laws are common sense laws 

that prohibit the United States Government 
from arming or providing military training 
to security force and police units abroad who 
have been credibly alleged to have com-
mitted gross human rights violations. These 
laws (there is one for State Department as-
sistance and one for Department of Defense 
assistance) do not prohibit the United States 
from providing assistance in violent, con-
flict-wracked countries like Nigeria and Co-
lombia. On the contrary, because they in-
volve a unit by unit examination, the Leahy 
Laws provide a formula for the United States 
to assist foreign military forces even in 
countries where some government forces are 
committing gross atrocities. They are a for-
mula for success in such countries, not a pro-
hibition on engagement. 
Four Numbers 

There are four important numbers to keep 
in mind about the impact of the Leahy Laws. 
(All these statistics have been provided by 
the State Department and cover 2011–2013.) 
The first number is 530,000. That’s the ap-
proximate number of foreign military and 
police units which the United States govern-
ment considered arming or training over the 
last three years and subjected to Leahy vet-
ting. 

The second number is 90 percent. That is 
the minimum percentage of prompt approv-
als given under the Leahy Law—generally 
within 10 days of a request. There is even a 
‘‘fast track’’ approval process for countries 
with generally good human rights records. 
Some vetting requests require more informa-
tion, investigation or discussion. But at 
least 90% are approved more or less imme-
diately. 

The third number is 1 percent. In every one 
of the last three years less than 1 percent of 
all units vetted under the Leahy Law were 
ultimately declared to be ineligible for as-
sistance under the law. Of course it is true 
that the number will be higher in some spe-
cific countries, but taken as a whole the 
Leahy Law actually blocks aid in a min-
iscule percentage of cases. 

The final number is 2,516. The Leahy Law 
blocks aid in a tiny percentage of cases, but 
that doesn’t mean that it is unimportant. 
Because the U.S. now provides training to so 
many people, even 1 percent is a lot. And 
2,516 is the number of vetted units that the 
U.S. Government found to be credibly linked 
to gross atrocities over the last three years 
when it took the time to examine their 
records because of the Leahy Law. 

Those 2,516 units were not being asked to 
satisfy a high standard. In no way does the 
Leahy Law require pristine forces. In fact, 
the State Department defines ‘‘gross human 
rights violations’’ to include a very short list 
of only the most heinous offenses: murder, 
torture, rape, disappearances and other gross 
violations of life and liberty. That’s it. So 
even though less than 1 percent of proposed 
units failed the standard, it is still pretty 
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